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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

1 . The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making , 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

2. Claims 15, 23 and 32 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as failing to comply 
with the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not described 
in the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with 
which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the invention. Claim 15 recites the 
limitation "if said first and second monitoring zones do not overlap, then said fu-st and second 
portions of said transmission signal are the same portion". However, the instant specification 
teaches in page 7, Unes 5-7 that the portion of overhead for zone i is region Xi. If two zones are 
not the same, their regions are not the same. This contradicts the claimed invention. Claim 23 
recites similar limitation in lines 13-16 of the claim. Claim 32 recites similar limitation in lines 
4-5 of the claim. 

3. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

4. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing 
to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the 
invention. 

5. Claim 8 recites the limitation "said second monitoring information" in line 10 of the 
claim. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this hmitation in the claim. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

6. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

1. Claims 1 and 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Fee et al. 
(U.S. Patent 5,956,165). 

Fee et al. discloses in FIG. 4A, FIG. 4C and col. 12, lines 60-col. 13, line 2 a method for 
monitoring optical link. FIG. 4A comprises a network management system 460 for 
communicating with various optical transmission devices including endpoints 301 (first 
transmission device), drop/insert facility 407 (second transmission device), amplifier 450 and 
OCCS 470 (third transmission device). Endpoint 301 is instructed to insert subcarrier signal, 
drop/insert facility is instructed to add/drop wavelengths and OCCS is instructed to reroute 
wavelengths to various ports as end-point processing. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC§ 103 

8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

9. Claims 2-3, 9, 12-15 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Fee et al (U.S. Patent 5,956,165) in view of Joline et al. (U.S. Patent 6,005,696). 
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Fee et al. has been discussed above in regard to claims 1 and 8. Regarding claim 2, the 
difference between Fee et al. and the claimed invention is that Fee et al. does not teach to receive 
user input for monitoring parameters. Joline et al. teaches in FIG. 5 a method for testing a 
network. The first step of the method is to get user input for test parameters as illustrated as step 
501 in FIG. 5. Joline et al. teaches in col. 11, lines 60-63 that user input includes information 
about type of test and circuit at which the test is applied. One of ordinary skill in the art would 
have been motivated to combine the teaching of Joline et al. with the optical link monitoring 
method of Fee et al. because receiving user input allows craftsperson to pick and choose the type 
of test and the part of the network at which the test is applied and, therefore, quickly obtain 
information that is needed. This provides great flexibility to the method. Thus it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to include a 
step of receiving user input, as taught by Joline et al., in the optical link monitoring method of 
Fee et al. because receiving user input allows craftsperson to pick and choose the type of test and 
the part of the network at which the test is apphed and, therefore, quickly obtain information that 
is needed. 

Regarding claims 3 and 9, as taught by Joline et al., the first instruction signal includes, 
as a portion, the type of test. 

Regarding claim 12, Joline et al. teaches in col. 9, lines 38-58 that the test center 
dynamically configures monitoring zones. For example, a first monitoring zone is between 
Scranton and Harrisburg, and a second monitoring zone is between King of Prussia and 
Harrisburg, as illustrated in FIG. 2. 

Regarding claim 13, Joline et al. teaches in FIG. 5 step 501 for getting user input. 
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Regarding claims 14-15, Joline et al. teaches in col. 1 1, lines 61-65 that user specifies the 
test type and monitoring zone. Two zones can overlap and have different test types. When two 
zones do not overlap, they can have same test types. 

Regarding claim 18, as taught by JoHne et al., the insertion-type instruction signal 
includes, as a portion, the type of test. 

10. Claims 4-6 and 10-1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Fee 
et al. (U.S. Patent 5,956,165) in view of Amoruso (U.S. Patent 6,359,729 Bl). 

Fee et al. has been discussed above in regard to claims 1 and 8. The difference between 
Fee et al. and the claimed invention is that Fee et al. does not expressly teach to use the single 
network management system for managing the network. However, it is obvious to use the 
network management system for managing the network because it is the function for a network 
management system. In addition, Amoruso teaches in FIG. 1 a widely accepted 
telecommunication management network (TMN) structure where each network device is 
managed by a network element management while the whole network, comprising a plurality of 
network devices, is managed by network management. Amoruso further illustrates in FIG. 3 this 
structure. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to combine the teaching of 
Amoruso with the optical link monitoring method of Fee et al. because a single network 
management system allows coordination among network elements and comparing and tracking 
data collected from various network elements along data paths. Thus it would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to use a single network 
management system for sending instructions to network elements, as taught by Amoruso, in the 
optical link monitoring method of Fee et al. because a single network management system allows 
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coordination among network elements and comparing and tracking data collected from various 
network elements along data paths. 

11. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Fee et al. (U.S. 
Patent 5,956,165) in view of Makam et al. (U.S. Patent Application Pub. 2001/0033570 Al). 

Fee et al. has been discussed above in regard to claims 1 and 8. The difference between 
Fee et al. and the claimed invention is that Fee et al. does not teach to use frame signals for the 
first, second and third transmission signals. However, frame signals such as SONET are widely 
deployed in optical networks. For example, Makam et al. teaches in FIG. 1 a commimication 
network with SONET, and a network management system 20 for communicating to network 
devices via communication links such as DCN, LAN and SONET transport overhead. In 
particular, Makam et al. teaches in paragraph [0041] to use SONET DCC channel for carrying 
network management information. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to 
combine the teaching of Makam et al. with the optical link monitoring method of Fee et al. 
because DCC is a standard channel for carrying network management information in SONET 
network which is widely deployed in communication networks. Thus it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to use SONET 
transport overhead such as DCC channel for carrying network management information, as 
taught by Makam et al., in the optical link monitoring method of Fee et al. because DCC is a 
standard channel for carrying network management information in SONET network which is 
widely deployed in communication networks. 
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12. Claims 16-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Fee et al. 
and Joline et al. as applied to claims 2-3, 9, 12-15 and 18 above, and further in view of Fee (U.S. 
Patent 6,108,1 13). 

Fee et al. and Joline et al. have been discussed above in regard to claims 2-3, 9, 12-15 and 
18. The difference between Fee et al. and Joline et al. and the claimed invention is that Fee et al. 
and Johne et al. do not teach not to modify said monitoring information signals in pass-through 
devices. Fee teaches in FIG. 9 that monitoring information signal is passed through without 
modification in amplifier node 630 and processed in destination node. One of ordinary skill in 
the art would have been motivated to combine the teaching of Fee with the modified optical link 
monitoring method of Fee et al. and Joline et al. because it is only necessary to process 
monitoring information signal at destination site for fault detection. Any modification to the 
contents of the monitoring information signal corrupts the signal. Thus it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to pass through 
subcarrier signal in pass-through devices, as taught by Fee, in the modified optical link 
monitoring method of Fee et al. and Joline et al. because any modification to the contents of the 
monitoring information signal corrupts the signal and leads to misinterpretation by the 
destination. 

13. Claims 19-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Fee et al. 
and Joline et al. as appUed to claims 2-3, 9, 12-15 and 18 above, and fiuther in view of Amoruso 
(U.S. Patent 6,359,729 Bl). 

Fee et al. and Joline et al. have been discussed above in regard to claims 2-3, 9, 12-15 and 
18. The difference between Fee et al. and Joline et al. and the claimed invention is that Fee et al. 
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and Joline et al. do not expressly teach to use the single network management system for 
managing the network. However, it is obvious to use the network management system for 
managing the network because it is the function for a network management system. In addition, 
Amoruso teaches in FIG. 1 a widely accepted telecommunication management network (TMN) 
structure where each network device is managed by a network element management while the 
whole network, comprising a plurality of network devices, is managed by network management. 
Amoruso further illustrates in FIG. 3 this structure. One of ordinary skill in the art would have 
been motivated to combine the teaching of Amoruso with the modified optical link monitoring 
method of Fee et al. and Joline et al. because a single network management system allows 
coordination among network elements and comparing and tracking data collected from various 
network elements along data paths. Thus it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to use a single network management system for 
sending instructions to network elements, as taught by Amoruso, in the modified optical link 
monitoring method of Fee et al. and Joline et al. because a single network management system 
allows coordination among network elements and comparing and tracking data collected from 
various network elements along data paths. 

14. Claims 21-32 and 34-35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Fee et al. and Amoruso as applied to claims 4-6 and 10-11 above, and further in view of Joline et 
al. (U.S. Patent 6,005,696). 

Fee et al. and Amoruso have been discussed above in regard to claims 4-6 and 10-11. 
Regarding claims 21, 23, 26 and 30, the difference between Fee et al. and Amoruso and the 
claimed invention is that Fee et al. and Amoruso do not teach user input for defining monitoring 
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zone. Joline et al. teaches in FIG. 5 a method for testing a network. The first step of the method 
is to get user input for test parameters as illustrated as step 501 in FIG. 5. Joline et al. teaches in 
col. 11, lines 60-63 that user input includes information about type of test and circuit at which 
the test is applied. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to combine the 
teaching of Joline et al. with the modified optical link monitoring method of Fee et al. and 
Amoruso because receiving user input allows craftsperson to pick and choose the type of test and 
the part of the network at which the test is applied and, therefore, quickly obtain information that 
is needed. This provides great flexibility to the method. Thus it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to include a step of receiving user 
input, as taught by Joline et al., in the modified optical link monitoring method of Fee et al. and 
Amoruso because receiving user input allows craftsperson to pick and choose the type of test and 
the part of the network at which the test is appUed and, therefore, quickly obtain information that 
is needed. 

Regarding claim 22, Joline et al. teaches in col. 9, lines 38-58 that the test center 
dynamically configures monitoring zones. For example, a first monitoring zone is between 
Scranton and Harrisburg, and a second monitoring zone is between King of Prussia and 
Harrisburg, as illustrated in FIG. 2. 

Regarding claim 24, as taught by Joline et al., the first instruction signal includes, as a 
portion, the type of test. 

Regarding claim 25, Amoruso teaches in FIG. 3 to use a single network management 
system for coordinating network management functions. 
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Regarding claim 27, Joline et al. teaches in col. 11, lines 60-63 that user input includes 
information about type of test and circuit at which the test is appHed. 

Regarding claim 28, Joline et al. teaches in col. 9, lines 38-58 that the test center 
dynamically configures monitoring zones. For example, a first monitoring zone is between 
Scranton and Harrisburg and a second monitoring zone is between King of Prussia and 
Harrisburg, as illustrated in FIG. 2. 

Regarding claim 29, Joline et al. teaches in col. 1 1, lines 60-63 that user input includes 
information about type of test and circuit at which the test is applied. 

Regarding claim 31, it is obvious to charge optical transmission services according to the 
services provided. 

Regarding claim 32, Joline et al. teaches in col. 11, lines 61-65 that user specifies the test 
type and monitoring zone. Two zones can overlap and have different test types. When two 
zones do not overlap, they can have same test types. 

Regarding claim 34, Joline et al. teaches in col. 11, lines 60-63 that user input includes' 
information about type of test and circuit at which the test is applied. 

Regarding claim 35, Amoruso teaches in FIG. 3 to use a single network management 
system for coordinating network management fixnctions. 

15. Claim 33 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Fee et al, 
Amoruso and Joline et al. as applied to claims 21-32 and 34-35 above, and fiirther in view of Fee 
(U.S. Patent 6,108,113). 

Fee et al, Amoruso and Joline et al. have been discussed above in regard to claims 21-32 
and 34-35. The difference between Fee et al., Amoruso and Joline et al. and the claimed 



Application/Control Number: 10/038,332 Page 1 1 

Art Unit: 2633 

invention is that Fee et al., Amoroso and Joline et al. do not teach not to modify said monitoring 
inforaiation signals in pass-through devices. Fee teaches in FIG. 9 that monitoring information 
signal is passed through without modification in ampUfier node 630 and processed in destination 
node. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to combine the teaching of Fee 
with the modified optical link monitoring method of Fee et al., Amoroso and Joline et al. because 
it is only necessary to process monitoring information signal at destination site for fault 
detection. Any modification to the contents of the monitoring information signal corropts the 
signal. Thus it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to pass through subcarrier signal in pass-through devices, as taught by Fee, 
in the modified optical link monitoring method of Fee et al.. Amoroso and Joline et al. because 
any modification to the contents of the monitoring information signal corropts the signal and 
leads to misinterpretation by the destination. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications firom the 
examiner should be directed to Shi K. Li whose telephone number is 571 272-3031. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday (8:30 a.m. - 5:00 p.m.). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jason Chan can be reached on 571 272-3022. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



ski 

2 November 2004 
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